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Building Coalitions That Work 
ANNE BRADEN 
Since 1979, Resist has given several 
grants to the projects of the Southern 
Organizing Committee for Economic 
and Social Justice (SOC). 
A few months ago, tenants who 
live in public housing in Marrero, La., 
marched a hundred strong across the 
Greater New Orleans Bridge to the of-
fice of the Department of Housing & 
Urban Development (HUD) in New 
Orleans. 
Joined by tenants from all along the 
Gulf Coast, they presented to federal 
officials a list of demands: an end toil-
legally high rents; repairs to long-
neglected housing units plagued by rats 
and falling ceilings; the right to run the 
housing developments they live in; and 
a massive housing construction pro-
gram to meet the needs of thousands of 
people on waiting lists for public hous-
ing in their communities and across the 
nation. 
The banner they carried as they came 
across the bridge said: "March for 
Housing and Peace.'' A television 
reporter asked the marchers, ''How are 
housing and peace related?" Rose 
Mary Smith, president of the Marrero 
Tenant Organization, replied: 
''What we are saying is that poor 
tenants in public housing cannot have 
repairs made to our homes or have 
enough public housing built as long as 
our government throws away billions 
of dollars on war.'' 
That march - and other militant ac-
tions over the past year - are visible 
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expressions of a new grass-roots move-
ment that has developed along the Gulf 
Coast of Louisiana, Mississippi, and 
Alabama since early 1983. It has been 
organized by people who live in public 
and federally subsidized housing -
mostly women, mostly Black, although 
white tenants have also begun to join. 
Most of the leaders are people who 
were never before active in social-
justice efforts. They operate through 
the Gulf Coast Tenant Leadership 
Development Project, an umbrella 
group run by representatives of local 
tenant councils throughout the area. 
These activists have taken on for-
midable foes: insensitive (and 
sometimes racist and sexist) housing 
managers, local politicians, and the 
federal government itself, which under 
Reagan has set out to destroy public 
housing. And they've been winning 
victories. For example, those tenants 
who marched across the New Orleans 
Bridge soon made history by getting 
one of their members, Beverly Epps, 
appointed director of their local hous-
ing authority; she is the first tenant in 
the nation to hold such a post. Tenants 
have learned to calculate what rent 
they should be paying and have thus 
discovered that rents are illegally high 
by HUD's own standards. This has 
resulted in dramatic rent reductions -
for example, in Southern Mississippi 
rents were cut by a total of $50,000 a 
month. 
The movement has also made history 
by dramatically linking local and 
global issues. The Gulf Coast tenants 
have launched a petition drive calling 
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on the federal government to build 10 
million new low-rent housing units in 
the next 10 years at a cost of $60 billion 
annually, cutting military spending to 
finance the program. Now they are 
asking peace groups and others to join 
their efforts, thus opening up the 
possibilty of a new kind of justice-and-
peace coalition in the region. 
One catalyst for this new movement 
has been the Southern Organizing 
Committee for Economic & Social 
Justice (SOC), a multi-racial, multi-
issue network of activists, with head-
quarters in Birmingham, Ala. SOC's 
work on the Gulf Coast grows out of 
an evolving concept of how to organize 
a grass-roots movement strong enough 
to change the nation's priorities, which 
its leaders hope can provide a model 
for other areas. 
It actually all started in 1979, when 
SOC called a regional workshop in Bir-
mingham to discuss links between the 
nation's unmet human needs and 
peace. SOC itself had been organized 
in 1975, growing out of earlier civil-
rights groups in the South, and 
dedicated to what its name says, 
"economic and social justice." It 
began in the midst of the euphoria that 
gripped some Southern activists in the 
mid-70s: Jim Crow had been killed, the 
Vietnam War was over; it seemed that 
finally the region could move toward 
the real justice that had long been the 
goal of the civil-rights movement. 
It was only a couple of years later, 
however, that those who gravitated to 
SOC realized that the old battles were 
not over. A dangerous resurgence of 
racism was sweeping the country, and 
the nation had launched a new military 
build-up that again threatened the 
world with war. SOC began building 
local movements to counter the 
resurgent racism - and realized that 
its goal of economic justice could never 
be realized as long as national 
resources were poured into weapons of 
destruction. 
The 1979 workshop on human needs 
and peace in Birmingham was an effort 
to bring that message to people in 
grass-roots economic-survival groups. 
People came from across the region; 
many of them, beset by shrinking 
social programs and a new wave of 
unemployment, began to understand 
that these problems were rooted in 
wrong national priorities. 
One person who attended that 
workshop, his first SOC gathering, was 
Pat Bryant, a young Black journalist 
from North Carolina, who worked in 
the 60s and 70s with tenant groups. He 
became convinced of the need to link 
local issues with national priorities. 
Later, SOC set up a pilot project called 
the North Carolina Organizing Project 
on Human Needs & Military Spending 
to promote that message intensively in 
one state. Bryant became part-time 
staff for the project, while continuing 
to write for Black newspapers and 
working as an editor at Southern Ex-
posure magazine. SOC then organized 
a series of regional workshops on 
human needs and military spending, 
issued mountains of printed material, 
and sought to unite diverse groups 
around the theme ''Cut Military 
Spending and Fund Human Needs." 
This activity expanded in 1982 when 
the Institute for Southern Studies, 
publishers of Southern Exposure, 
began work on a special issue of the 
magazine on the Southern peace move-
ment and along with that launched an 
organizing endeavor called the 
Southeast Project on Human Needs & 
Peace. The Institute asked SOC and 
War Resisters League Southeast to join 
as co-sponsors of this project, which 
they did. 
Pat Bryant left his job as one of the 
magazine's editors to become director 
of the project. The project's original 
strategy was to bring economic-sur-
vival groups together with traditional 
peace groups to form new local coali-
tions. Six target cities were selected, 
and Bryant spent a year traveling, con-
tacting people, seeking to set such 
coalitions in motion. 
There were some successes; tenuous 
coalitions were formed, for example 
between tenant groups and peace ac-
tivists in Memphis. But none of the 
coalitions lasted. 
''This is not the way to build a 
strong movement,'' Bryant told his co-
workers in SOC. "It's the way people 
have usually tried to build coalitions, 
and it has usually failed. It's going at 
things backward.'' 
Such work involves bridging tremen-
dous chasms; most organized groups 
of poor people are Black; most existing 
peace organizations are white. Also, 
there is the barrier of class. Bryant 
maintained that coalitions of diverse 
groups are possible. But they must 
start, he said, with grass-roots 
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organizations that have developed their 
own strength to the point where they 
can provide leadership. Otherwise 
white middle-class groups become the 
central force and the needs of poor 
people get lost. Then the coalition falls 
apart - not because anybody gets mad 
and goes home, but because poor peo-
ple lose interest. 
So, in 1983, the Southeast Project on 
Human Needs & Peace began to con-
centrate on building strong grass-roots 
bases. At Pat Bryant's urging, the ten-
ant movement became the starting 
point, because tenants in public hous-
ing have been hit harder than anyone 
by Reagan's budget cuts and are literal-
ly struggling to survive. Also, tenants 
have a proud heritage of struggle in the 
South, having built one of the strong-
est movements that developed in the 
60s. Furthermore, Bryant noted, the 
housing issue should be a great unifier: 
everybody needs decent housing, and a 
massive program of housing construc-
tion could go a long way toward solv-
ing the nation's unemployment prob-
lem. 
With limited resources, Southeast 
Project strategists knew they could not 
work everywhere. They picked the 
Gulf Coast because by 1982 tenants 
there were organizing anew and re-
quested the project's help. Bryant 
recruited Ron Chisom and Jim Hayes, 
two long-time community organizers in 
Continued on page Eight 
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Intervention in Vietnam and 
Central America: Parallels and 
Differences 
NOAM CHOMSKY 
The fallowing is Part II of an edited 
version of a talk given at Harvard 
University on March 19, 1985, by 
Noam Chomsky, a member of the 
board of Resist. 
The speech was traf]scribed by 
members and friends of the Har-
vard/ Radcliffe Committee on Central 
America and the Central America 
Solidarity Association. The full speech 
has been published in the most recent 
issue of Radical America magazine, 38 
Union Square, Somerville, MA 02143. 
Let's turn to Central America, that 
is, "our little region over here that 
never has bothered anybody,'' as 
Henry Stimson put it. Major U.S. 
military intervention in Central 
America began 131 years ago in 1854 
when the United States Navy bombard-
ed and destroyed a port town in 
Nicaragua, San Juan del Norte. This 
town was in fact captured for a few 
days by contras from Costa Rica about 
a year ago. The press made a big fuss 
about it, but they failed to note the 
historical antecedents. Our bombing 
and destruction of the town was not a 
capricious act. It was an act of revenge. 
What had happened was that a yacht 
owned by an American millionaire, 
Cornelius Vanderbilt, had sailed into 
port and an official had attempted to 
levy port charges on it. So, in revenge 
the Navy burned the town down to the 
ground. 
Well, that was our first military in-
tervention in Nicaragua and there have 
been many since. In the first third of 
this century, the U.S. sent military 
forces to Cuba, Panama, Mexico, and 
Honduras and occupied Haiti for 
twenty years. There, under Wilson, we 
reinstituted slavery, burned villages, 
destroyed, tortured, and left a legacy 
which still remains, in one of the most 
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miserable corners of the one of the 
most miserable regions of the world. 
Woodrow Wilson, the great apostle of 
self-determination, celebrated this doc-
trine by invading Mexico, Haiti and by 
launching a counter-insurgency war in 
the Dominican Republic, again, with 
ample destruction and torture. There, 
again, we established a long-lasting 
military dictatorship, under Trujillo, 
one of the worst dictators we managed 
to establish in the region. The U.S. in-
vaded Nicaragua repeatedly, finally 
leaving behind a brutal, corrupt, and 
long-lasting military dictatorship, the 
regular consequence of U.S. interven-
tion. 
In the post World War II period, 
there have been military interventions 
in Guatemala (probably the country 
which comes closest in the contem-
porary world to Nazi Germany), Cuba, 
the Dominican Republic, El Salvador 
and Grenada. A twenty-year war of 
terrorism was waged against Cuba. 
Cuba has been the target of more inter-
national terrorism, probably, than the 
rest of the world combined and, 
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therefore, in the American ideological 
system, it is regarded as the source of 
international terrorism, exactly as 
Orwell would have predicted. And now 
there's a war against Nicaragua. 
The impact of all of this has been ab-
solutely horrendous. There's vast star-
vation throughout the region while 
crop lands are devoted to exports to the 
United States. There's slave labor, 
crushing poverty, torture, mass 
murder, every horror you can think of. 
In El Salvador alone, from October 
1979 (a date to which I'll return) until 
December 1981-approximately two 
years-about 30,000 people were 
murdered and about 600,000 refugees 
created. Those figures have about 
doubled since. Most of the murders 
were carried out by U.S.-backed 
military forces, including so-called 
"death squads." The efficiency of the 
massacre in El Salvador has recently 
increased with direct participation . of 
American military forces. American 
planes based in Honduras and 
Panamanian sanctuaries military air-
craft, now coordinate bombing raids 
over El Salvador, which means that the 
Salvadoran Air Force can more eff ec-
tively kill fleeing peasants and destroy 
villages, and in fact, the kill rate has 
gone up corresponding to that. 
At the same time, the war in 
Nicaragua has left unknown thousands 
killed, those added to the 50,000 or so 
killed in the last stages of the Somoza 
dictatorship. Since we overthrew the 
democratic government of Guatemala 
in 1954, according to a Guatemalan 
human rights group, in Mexico (none 
can function in Guatemala) about 
150,000 people have been murdered, 
again, primarily by U .S.-backed forces 
and sometimes with direct U.S. 
military participation. 
These figures kind of lose their 
meaning when you just throw numbers 
around. You see what they mean when 
you look more closely at the refugees' 
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reports: for example, a report by a few 
people who succeeded in escaping from 
a village in Quiche province where the 
government troops came in, rounded 
up the population, and put them in the 
town building. They then took all the 
men out and decapitated them. Then 
they raped and killed the women. Then 
they took the children and killed them 
by bashing their heads with rocks. This 
has been what our taxes have been pay-
ing for - sometimes by means of our 
proxies - since the 1954 successful 
overthrow of Guatemalan democracy, 
where we have effectively preserved 
order ever since. I might mention that 
the 1954 American-instigated coup was 
ref erred to by John Foster Dulles, the 
Secretary of State, as "a new and 
glorious chapter in the already glorious 
traditions of the American States." 
Virtually every attempt to bring 
about any constructive change in this 
U.S.-constructed Chamber of Horrors 
has met with a new dose of U.S. 
violence. The historical record is one of 
the most shameful stories in modern 
history and naturally is very little 
known here, though in a free society it 
would be well-understood and taught 
in elementary school in all of its sordid 
and gruesome detail. 
Throughout this period the public 
pose has always been that we are 
defending ourselves. So, in Vietnam, 
we are defending ourselves against the 
Vietnamese when we attack South 
Vietnam. It's what Adlai Stevenson at 
the United Nations called "internal ag-
gression,'' another phrase that Orwell 
would have admired and one that we 
use quite commonly. ''Internal aggres-
sion,'' meaning, aggression by the 
Vietnamese against us, in Vietnam -
and we've often had to def end our-
selves against that kind of internal ag-
gression. Nicaragua today is another 
case. So, for example, when our 
mercenary army attacks Nicaragua, we 
argue that this is defense - that we are 
defending Mexico, Central America, 
and ultimately ourselves from Russian 
imperialism or ''internal aggression.'' 
Well, it's interesting to look at that 
in the light of history. Virtually 
everything that is now happening has 
happened before, in corresponding or 
very similar forms. Our historical 
amnesia prevents us from seeing that. 
Everything looks new and therefore we 
don't understand it. It must just be a 
stupid error. 
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So, for example, in the late 1920's, 
President Coolidge sent the Marines 
once again to Nicaragua. At that time 
we were def ending Nicaragua against 
Mexico, now we are defending Mexico 
against Nicaragua. At that time we 
were defending Nicaragua against Rus-
sian imperialism when we sent the 
Marines that time, eventually ending 
up with the establishment of the 
Somoza dictatorship. President 
Coolidge, in fact, said, "Mexico was 
on trial before the world,'' when he 
sent the Marines to Nicaragua at that 
time. Notice that the bottom line re-
mains the same as the cast of charac-
ters changes: Kill Nicaraguans. 
What did we do before we had the 
Bolsheviks to defend ourselves 
against? For example, when Wilson 
sent the Marines to Haiti and the 
Dominican Republic, that was before 
the Bolshevik revolution, so we 
couldn't be def ending ourselves against 
Russian imperialism. Well, then we 
were def ending ourselves against the 
Huns. The hand of the Huns was par-
ticularly obvious in Haiti. If you look 
back, the Marine Commander there, 
Marine Commander Thorpe explained 
that "the handwork of the German" 
was evident here because of the kind of 
resistance that the "niggers" were put-
ting up. Obviously, they couldn't be 
doing it on their own so there must be 
German direction. The same sen-
timents were expressed throughout. So 
for example, in the Dominican 
Republic the resistance was being car-
ried out by the people who Theodore 
Roosevelt had, during an earlier in-
tervention, called "Damned Dagoes," 
or by "spigs," "coons," "nigs," in 
the terms that are regularly used to 
describe the people against whom 
we're defending ourselves, the perpetu-
ators of such "internal aggression." 
Well let's go back a little further, 
because self-defense is deeply rooted in 
American history. In the 19th century, 
when we were wiping out the Native 
American population, we were defend-
ing ourselves against savage attacks 
from the British and Spanish sanc-
tuaries in Canada and Florida and 
therefore we had to take over Florida, 
and we had to take the West to def end 
ourselves from these attacks. In 1846 
we were compelled to defend ourselves 
against Mexico. That aggression began 
deep inside Mexican territory, but 
again, that was self-defense against 
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Mexican aggression. We had to take 
about a third of Mexico in the process, 
including California where the ex-
planation was that it was a preemptive 
strike. The British were about to take it 
over, and, in self-defense, we had to 
beat them to it. And so it goes, all the 
way back. The Evil Empire changes, 
but the truth of the matter remains 
about the same. And if American 
history were actually taught, people 
would know these things. This is the 
core of American history. 
Let me return to Kennan's formula, 
''human rights, the raising of the living 
standards, and democratization,'' con-
sidering now Latin America. I want to 
consider the question that I raised 
before: are they really irrelevant to our 
policy the way he suggested they ought 
to be? Let's take a closer look. 
Take human rights. Now actually, 
that's an empirical question. You can 
study how American foreign policy is 
related to human rights, and it has 
been studied for Latin America and 
elsewhere. The leading American 
specialist on human rights in Latin 
America, Lars Schoultz, has a study 
published in Comparative Politics, 
January 1981, in which he investigated 
exactly that question. He asked how 
the human rights climate in a country 
correlated with American aid. He 
chose a very narrow conception of 
human rights, what he called, "anti-
torture rights," that is, the right to be 
free from torture by the government 
and so on. And, in fact, he found there 
is a relationship between human rights 
and American foreign policy: namely, 
the more the human rights climate 
deteriorates, the more American aid in-
creases. The correlation was further-
more strong. There was no correlation 
between American aid to need. This 
aid included military aid and it went on 
right through the Carter administra-
tion. To use his words, he said that 
"aid has tended to flow dispropor-
tionately to Latin American govern-
ments which torture their citizens,'' to 
"the hemisphere's relatively egregious 
violators of fundamental human 
rights." This might suggest that Ken-
nan understated the case: human rights 
are not irrelevant, rather, we have a 
positive hatred of them. We send aid to 
precisely those governments which tor-
ture their citizens, and the more effec-
tively they do so, the more we'll aid 
them. At least that's what the evidence 
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shows in this and other studies. 
A correlation isn't a theory. It's not 
an explanation. We still need an ex-
planation, and a number of them come 
to mind. One possible explanation 
would be that the American leadership 
just likes torture. So the more a 
government tortures its citizens the 
more we will aid them. That's a possi-
ble explanation but it's an unlikely 
one. The real explanation is probably 
Kennan's: that is, it is irrelevant. 
Human rights are irrelevant. What we 
like is something else. There have been 
other studies that suggest a theory to 
explain the correlation. 
There's one by a co-author of mine, 
Edward Herman, an economist at the 
University of Pennsylvania, who in-
vestigated the same sort of thing that 
Schoultz studied, but on a worldwide 
basis. Herman again found the same 
correlation: the worse the human rights 
climate, the more American aid goes 
up. But he also carried out another 
study which gives you some insight into 
what's really happening. He compared 
American aid to changes in the invest-
ment climate, the climate for busines 
operation, as measured, for example, 
by whether foreign firms can repatriate 
profits and that sort of thing. It turned 
out there was a very close correlation. 
The better the climate for business 
operations, the more American aid -
the more we support the foreign 
government. That gives you a plausible 
theory. American foreign policy is in 
fact based on the principle that human 
rights is irrelevant, but that improving 
the climate for foreign business opera-
tions is highly relevant. In fact, that 
flows from the central geopolitical con-
ception. 
Now how do you improve the 
business climate in a Third World 
country? Well, it's easy. You murder 
priests, you torture peasant organizers, 
you destroy popular organization, you 
institute mass murder and repression to 
prevent any popular organization. And 
that improves the investment climate. 
So there's a secondary correlation 
between American aid and the deterior-
ation of human rights. It's entirely 
natural that we should tend to aid 
countries that are egregious violators 
of fundamental human rights and that 
torture their citizens, and that's indeed 
what we find. 
Well so much for human rights. 
What about raising the living stand-
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ards? In Latin America there has been 
economic growth. If you look, the 
GNP keeps going up but at the same 
time, typically, there is increased suf-
fering and starvation for a very large 
part of the population. 
So, in one case, Brazil, the most im-
portant Latin American country, there 
has been what was called an ''eco-
nomic miracle" in the last couple of 
decades, ever since we destroyed 
Brazilian democracy by supporting a 
military coup in 1964. The support for 
the coup was initiated by Kennedy but 
finally carried to a conclusion by 
Johnson. The coup was called by Ken-
nedy's ambassador, Lincoln Gordon, 
''the single most decisive victory for 
freedom in the mid-twentieth cen-
tury." We installed the first really ma-
jor National Security State, Nazi-like 
State, in Latin America, with high-
technology torture and so on. Gordon 
called it ''totally democratic,'' ''the 
best government Brazil ever had." And 
that, in turn, had a significant domino 
effect in Latin America; Brazil is an 
important country. Well, there was an 
economic miracle and there was an in-
crease in the Gross National Product. 
There was also an increase in suffering 
for much of the population. 
So, for example, here are some sta-
tistics from a Brazilian scientific jour-
nal concerning Rio de Janeiro, which is 
far from the poorest area in Brazil. The 
figures on malnutrition for children 
showed that fom Oto 2.5 months, two-
thirds of them suffered severe 
malnutrition, from 5 to 12 months, 40 
percent, from 12 months to 2.5 years, 
10 percent. Now, why do the figures go 
down? Well, you can figure that out: 
they die. The children die, therefore 
the figures go down. That's in Rio de 
Janeiro as one consequence of "the 
most decisive victory for freedom in 
the mid-twentieth century.'.' And that 
story is duplicated throughout much of 
Latin America, where the United 
States has successfully intervened, 
from Haiti to the Dominican Republic, 
to Nicaragua and Guatemala and so 
on. 
So much for the second element, 
raising of the living standards. What 
about democratization? Well, we've 
repeatedly intervened to overthrow 
democratic governments. This is 
understandable. The more a country is 
democratic, the more it is likely to be 
responsive to the public, and, hence, 
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committed to the dangerous doctrine 
that ''the government has a direct 
responsibility for the welfare of the 
people,'' and, therefore, not devoted 
to the transcendent needs of Big 
Brother. Therefore we have to do 
something about it. Democracy is O.K. 
but only as long as we can control it 
and be sure that it comes out the way 
we want, just as the Russians permit 
democratic elections in Poland. That is 
the typical history. So, in Guatemala, 
the government was democratic but 
out of control, so we had to overthrow 
it. Similarly in Chile under Allende. Or 
take the Dominican Republic, which 
has long been the beneficiary of our 
solicitous care. Woodrow Wilson 
began a major counterinsurgency cam-
paign which ended in the early 1920's 
and which led to the Trujillo dictator-
ship, one of the most brutal and 
vicious and corrupt dictatorships that 
we managed to install in Latin 
America. In the early 1960's it looked 
as though there was going to be a move 
towards democracy. There was, in 
fact, a democratic election in 1962. 
Juan Bosch was elected, a liberal 
democrat. The Kennedy Administra-
tion was very cool. The way it reacted 
is interesting. (You have to understand 
that the U.S. so totally dominates these 
countries that the U.S. embassy essen-
tially runs them.) The American em-
bassy blocked every effort that Bosch 
made to organize public support. So, 
for example, land reform, labor 
organizing, anything that could have 
developed public support against a 
military which was pretty certain to try 
another coup - any such effort was 
blocked by the Kennedy Administra-
tion. As a result, the predicted military 
coup took place and Washington, 
which was essentially responsible for 
the success of the coup, shortly after it, 
recognized the new government. A 
typical military dictatorship of the type 
we like was established. In 1965, there 
was a coup by liberal, reformist of-
ficers, a constitutionalist coup, which 
threatened to restore democracy in the 
Dominican Republic, so we intervened 
again. That time we simply sent troops. 
A bloody and destructive war took 
place, many thousands of people were 
killed and we again succeeded in 
establishing a terror-and-torture 
regime. The country was also, inciden-
tally, brought totally within the grip of 
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American corporations. The Domini-
can Republic was virtually bought up 
by Gulf and Western and other cor-
porations after the coup. The country 
was totally demoralized. It was, in 
fact, subjected to terror and suffering, 
crushing poverty and so on. So then, 
we could have elections, because it was 
guaranteed that nothing could happen. 
They can even elect social democrats 
for all we care, the basic results having 
been achieved. The government would 
never be able to accomplish anything 
for its population, that is, for that part 
of the population which had not been 
killed or fled. In this region about 20 
percent of the population has come to 
the United States, and in places where 
they have easier access, such as Puerto 
Rico, the figure is about 40 percent. 
Well, let's turn to El Salvador in 
connection with our attitude toward 
democratization. There were democra-
tic elections in El Salvador in 1972 and 
1977. In both cases the military in-
tervened to abort them and installed 
military dictatorships. The people in 
Washington could not have cared less. 
There was no concern whatsoever. 
There were also the regular atrocities 
throughout this period, eliciting little 
concern in Washington. However, 
there were developments, two in fact, 
that did elicit concern in the late 
1970's. One was that the Somoza dic-
tatorship fell in 1979. There is much 
mythology about this, but the fact of 
the matter is that Carter supported 
Somoza till the very end, even after the 
natural allies of the United States, the 
local business community, turned 
against him. That was a danger sign 
and it worried the U.S. with regard to 
El Salvador. There was another 
development that was even more 
dangerous. There were the beginnings 
of popular democratic organizations 
within El Salvador of the sort I men-
tioned earlier: Bible study groups turn-
ing into self-help groups; peasant 
cooperatives, unions, all sorts of 
organizations which seemed to be 
establishing the basis for a functioning 
democracy. 
Now, anybody who thinks, realizes 
that democracy doesn't mean much if 
people have to confront concentrated 
systems of economic power as isolated 
individuals. Democracy means some-
thing if people can organize to gain in-
formation, to have thoughts for that 
matter, to make plans, to enter into the 
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political system in some active way, to 
put forth programs, and so on. If 
organizations of that kind exist, then 
democracy can exist too. Otherwise it's 
a matter of pushing a lever every cou-
ple of years; it's like having the choice 
between Coca Cola and Pepsi Cola. In 
El Salvador there were dangerous 
moves in this direction in the 1970's 
with the development of what were 
called "popular organizations," and 
therefore, something had to be done 
about them because there might be real 
democracy. We plainly don't tolerate 
that. . 
These two developments did lead· to 
some action on the part of the United 
States. In October 1979, the U.S. sup-
ported a reformist coup which over-
threw the Romero dictatorship. There 
was, in fact, considerable fear that he 
was going to go the way of Somoza. 
Well, what happened then? The U.S. 
insisted that some of the harshest and 
most brutal miltary elements be 
predominantly placed in the junta. The 
killing rapidly increased right after the 
coup. By early 1980, the left Christian 
Democrats, socialists, and reformist 
miliary elements had been eliminated 
from or had simply fled from the jun-
ta, and the country was in the hands of 
the usual thugs that we install in our 
domains. Duarte came in at that time 
as a useful cover, to preside over one of 
the great Central American massacres. 
The archbishop, Archbishop Romero, 
pleaded with President Carter not to 
send military aid. The reasons were the 
following: he said that military aid 
would ''sharpen the repression that has 
been unleased against the people's 
organizations fighting to def end their 
most fundamental human rights." 
Therefore, he asked Carter not to send 
military aid. Well, of course, that was 
the very essence of American policy: 
namely, to increase massacre and 
repression, to destroy the popular 
organizations, and to prevent the 
achievements of human rights, so 
naturally the aid flowed and the war 
picked up steam. Archbishop Romero 
was assassinated shortly afterwards. In 
May 1980, under Carter remember, the 
war against the peasantry really took 
off in full force, largely under that 
guise of land reform. 
The first major action was a joint 
operation of the Honduran and Sal-
vadoran armies at the Rio Sumpul 
where about 600 people were killed as 
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they tried to flee into Honduras. That 
massacre was suppressed by the 
American press for about 15 months, 
though it was published in the world 
press and the Church press, right here 
in Cambridge, for example. In fact, 
American press coverage during 1980 
was unbelievably bad. In June 1980, 
the university in San Salvador was at-
tacked and destroyed by the army. 
Many faculty and students were killed 
and much of the university facilities 
were simply destroyed and demolished. 
In November the political opposition 
was massacred. Meanwhile the in-
dependent media were destroyed. 
This war had a number of significant 
successes. The popular organizations 
were destroyed; therefore we can now 
permit democratic elections - now 
that there is no concern anymore that 
they might mean something. These 
elections are carried out in "an at-
mosphere of terror and despair, of 
macabre rumor and grisly reality.'' 
That was the assessment by the head of 
the British Parliamentary Human 
Rights Group, Lord Chitnis, with 
regard to the 1984 elections in El 
Salvador - rather different from the 
media coverage here, as you may 
recall. The point is that once the basis 
for democracy has been destroyed, 
once state terrorism has been firmly 
established, then elections are entirely 
permissible, even worthwhile, for the 
sake of American public opinion. The 
contrast between our alleged concern 
for elections today and our actual con-
cern for elections in the 1970's is, 
again, informative. Well, that was a 
success, namely destroying the popular 
organizations and so on. There was 
also, however, a failure. 
The failure was that people began to 
join the guerillas. There were only a 
few hundred guerillas when all this 
began. They grew to many thousands 
during this period. Of course, that's 
proof that the Russians are coming -
anyone who understands the U.S. 
knows that. And, in fact, that is very 
similar to Vietnam in the 1950's. If you 
think through what I've just described, 
what happened in El Salvador under 
Carter and what happened in Vietnam 
under Eisenhower are very similar. 
Well, meanwhile, we stepped up our 
war against Nicaragua, not because 
Nicaragua is brutal and oppressive. 
Even if you accept the harshest 
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criticisms that have even a minimal 
basis in reality, by the standards of the 
governments that we support, 
Nicaragua is virtually a paradise. But 
we attack Nicaragua precisely because 
it is committed to a model of develop-
ment that we cannot tolerate. Of 
course this is presented as defense 
against the Russians, and as proof that 
it's defense against the Russians, we 
note that they receive weapons with 
which they can def end themselves 
against our attack. Foreign Minister 
d'Escoto pointed out that it's like "a 
torturer who pulls out the fingernails 
of his victim and then gets angry 
because the victim screams in pain." 
Actually, a closer analogy would be a 
thug who hires a goon squad to beat up 
some kid in kindergarten who the thug 
doesn't like, and then begins whining 
piteously if the child raises his arms to 
protect himself. That would be a pretty 
accurate analogy to what's happening 
there. 
Reagan's problem is El Salvador is 
very similar' to Kennedy's in South 
Vietnam twenty years ago. There was 
severe internal repression in both cases, 
which was very successful in destroying 
popular organizations, killing a lot of 
people, and so on. However, the inter-
nal repression did elicit resistance 
which the state that we had installed 
was unable to control. Kennedy simply 
attacked South Vietnam with bom-
bardment and defoliation. And 
Reagan has been trying to do the same 
in El Salvador for the last couple of 
years, but he has not been quite able 
to. He has been blocked by domestic 
opposition. He has therefore been 
forced to more indirect measures. 
These have certainly succeeded in kill-
ing many people and causing vast 
misery, but not yet in crushing the 
resistance. We are still short of U.S. 
Air Force bombings. 
I've mentioned some of the similari-
ties. What are the differences? Well, 
the main difference is that the United 
States has changed. When Kennedy at-
tacked South Vietnam, there was no 
protest, virtually none. That was in the 
early 1960's when Kennedy began the 
direct military acts against South Viet-
nam. When Johnson escalated that at-
tack against South Vietnam to a full 
scale land invasion, there was also very 
little protest. In fact, protests reached a 
significant scale only when several hun-
dred thousand American troops were 
directly engaged in the war against 
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South Vietnam, a war which by then 
extended well beyond. 
In contrast, Reagan's attempts to 
escalate the war in El Salvador has met 
with considerable popular opposition 
here. And that's significant. In fact, 
that's one of the most significant facts 
of contemporary history. 
I quoted before some of the Official 
Views about the Vietnam War, from 
the liberal doves: "excess of righteous-
ness and disinterested benevolence,'' 
and so on and so forth. However, there 
was also a quite different view, a 
popular view. As recently as 1982, 
polls indicate that about 70 percent of 
the American population regard the 
Vietnam War not as a ''mistake,'' but 
as "fundamentally wrong and im-
moral." Many fewer opinion leaders 
expressed that view, and virtually none 
of the really educated class or ar-
ticulate intelligentsia ever took that 
position. That incidentally is quite 
typical. It's typical for educated classes 
lo be more effectively controlled by the 
tndoctrination system to which they are 
directly exposed, and in which they 
play a sort of social role to its 
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purveyors, hence coming to internalize 
it. So this degree of servility to the par-
ty line is not unique to this example. 
But the point is there's a split, a very 
substantial split, between much of the 
population and those who regard 
themselves as its national leaders. That 
is even given a technical name - it's 
called the "Vietnam Syndrome." 
Notice the term "syndrome," as ap-
plied to a disease. The disease is that 
there's just a lot of people opposed to 
massacre, aggression and torture, and 
feel solidarity with the victims. 
Therefore; something has ' to be done 
about that. It was assumed in the early 
1980's that the disease had been cured, 
and by reading the productions of the 
educated classes, you would certainly 
have believed that. But, in fact, the 
disease was never very widespread 
among the educated classes. However, 
among the population, it remains 
widespread and it's a problem - it im-
pedes, in inhibits direct intervention 
and aggression. 
Whether this opposition, which is 
quite real, can become sufficiently 
Continued on page Eight 
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No Mandate for War: a Pledge of 
Resistance Handbook: 88 pp., pub-
lished by the Emergency Response Net-
work, 1100 O'Farrell St., San Fran-
cisco, CA 94109, Tel: (415) 771-1276. 
Cost - $3.50 plus $1 for postage. 
This new handbook on the Pledge is 
of interest to both people newly active 
in the Central America movement and 
those with years of experience. As it 
states in the introduction, it "offers 
organizers and pledge signers informa-
tion on establishing a Pledge Cam-
paign ... including a detailed descrip-
tion of such a campaign." The Hand-
book gives concise background infor-
mation on Central America, on the 
development of the Pledge and its 
structure, organizing scenarios, a sec-
tion on logistics, and an afterword on 
"Sustaining Our Resistance." Its sec-
tion on Non-violence (philosophy, 
dynamics and tactics) and on Non-
violence training is one of the most ex-
ceptional and concise treatments on the 
subject in print. 
This timely book is readable and 
non-rhetorical throughout. It offers 
advice on nitty-gritties such as dealing 
with arrest, trial, jail and support 
aspects as well as a good section on 
persons-to-persons dynamics. There 
are sections on affinity groups, media 
work, and fundraising. The Handbook 
also seeks to involve people in the 
larger movement against U.S. policy in 
Central America by encouraging ongo-
ing work short of Pledge activation. 
The authors acknowledge their debt 
to past movements such as the Diablo 
Blockade and the Livermore Weapons 
Lab Blockade, among others, whose 
training manuals the Pledge Handbook 
synthesizes. 
Resist provided a part of the funding 
for this book with a grant in May of 
this year. The Pledge Handbook is 
presently being distributed by the ERN 
of San Francisco, although local 
Pledge and/ or Central America groups 
might have copies. 
There are many quotes in this book 
from Latin Americans, people of col-
or, martyrs and Pledge signers. One of 
note is by an anonymous Pledge 
member: "I'm signing the Pledge not 
just for the people of Central America, 
but also for the people here in this 
country. We've got to wake people up 
in this country. We've got to wake 
(them) up to what is being done in our 
name all over the world." The Pledge 
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of Resistance is a forum for getting 
more people active against U.S. policy 
in Central America and this Handbook 
is a valuable tool. • 
Coalitions 
Continued from page Two 
New Orleans, to help. The thrust of the 
project has been leadership develop-
ment. Bryant, Chisom and Hayes 
became trainers of organizers. The 
result has been the emergence of scores 
of new local leaders over the three-state 
area served by the project - and the 
movement that · led that march across 
the Greater New Orleans bridge is now 
marching on the beaches in Gulfport, 
Miss., seeking attention to tenant pro-
blems there. 
The project operates on the assump-
tion that some important victories can 
be won now, things that will improve 
the lives of tenants, as has happened in 
Marrero. 
"But we also know," Bryant says, 
''that the basic problems of poor peo-
ple cannot be solved until national 
priorities change from war to the 
meeting of human needs. Local 
organizers are being dishonest if they 
don't tell people that, and we tell 
them.'' 
Leaders of the Southeast Project 
constantly emphasize that they are not 
trying to recruit troops from among 
the poor for the peace movement that 
exists. 
"That would never work," Bryant 
says. "We are trying to create a new 
peace movement - a peace-and-justice 
movement, led by poor people, mainly 
people of color, with the needs of the 
grass-roots at its center. Tenants on the 
Gulf Coast are now asking people in 
peace organizations to join them as 
they demand new priorities and atten-
tion to their needs." 
This coalition-building is still in a 
beginning stage. At two regional 
workshops held in Alabama tenants 
from the Gulf Coast have provided 
leadership to gatherings of diverse peo-
ple. In June, 1985, tenants marching 
for better housing conditions in rural 
St. Charles Parish, La., called on New 
Orleans groups to support them, and 
there was considerable response; peo-
ple from the Campaign for Nuclear 
Disarmament, CISPES, and the local 
anti-apartheid movement all came out. 
"In Marrero, in St. Charles, in 
Gulfport, and elsewhere on the Gulf 
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Coast," says Bryant, "we've taken a 
giant step toward our objective of 
building at the grass-roots. Now we 
hope that more and more people in 
other organizations - peace activists, 
church folk, union members, students 
- will join the tenants to form a new 
coalition. If they do, we'll have the 
kind of movement that can turn the 
country around. Not by ourselves in 
this one area, of course. But we hope 
we are creating an organizing model 
that will be replicated in many places." 
Anne Braden is the Co-chair of the 
Southern Organizing Committee for 
Economic and Social Justice (SOC) 
and has been active in the justice and 
peace movements in the South for 37 
years. 
Chomsky 
Continued from page Seven 
organized and effective to block fur-
ther escalation - I don't know. It 
could be that the current level of attack 
on the population of Central America 
will suffice to achieve the major Amer-
ican military ends. What is clear, 
however, is that we're living through 
another chapter in a sordid and 
shameful history of violence and terror 
and oppression. 
Unless we can muster the moral 
courage and the honesty to understand 
all of this, and to act to change it, as we 
indeed can, then it's going to continue 
and there will be many millions of ad-
ditional victims who will face starva-
tion and torture, or outright massacre, 
in what we will call "a crusade for 
freedom." 
Recent Resist Grants 
Texas Observer (Austin, Texas) 
Portland Central America Solidarity 
Committee (Portland, Oregon) 
Louis Aguilar School (Managua, 
Nicaragua) 
North Carolina Prison and Jail 
Project (Durham, NC) 
Vietnam Vet Artists (Boston, MA) 
Oficina Legal (San Juan, TX) 
• 
Gay Community News (Boston, MA) 
Wisconsin Farm Unity Alliance 
(Glenwood City, WI) 
Chicago Gray Panthers (Chicago, IL) 
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